streets and in the jury-room. 3 This article aims chiefly to explore a complex episode with a view to establishing the precise circumstances in which the printer operated in 1721. By this means we may hope to illuminate the conditions under which books like Singleton reached the public, and some of the legal and political forces that acted upon the newspaper industry.
I
Mr Bialuschewski speculates that Mist may have printed additional sheets of Captain Singleton or sold surplus copies under his own name. Both seem unlikely at first sight. A busy printer could not afford to have standing type locked up for long periods (mysteriously, the recent note states that 'the printing plates were probably preserved for some time'). The Journal continued to appear without a break while Mist was under confinement, and on occasions he did some book and possibly jobbing printing. He most likely had no more than two presses as well as limited staff, which may not have extended beyond one or two journeymen compositors, an apprentice, and one or two pressmen, in addition to any supernumeraries such as porters, clerks, and household servants. (Although Mist was admitted to the livery of the Stationers' Company on 1 August 1720, no record has been found of his formally binding an apprentice.) On top of this, two important members of his personnel were otherwise occupied at the crucial moment, as we shall see shortly. As for the suggestion of remaindering: all copies printed would normally go to the bookseller responsible for a given book and it was for him or her to dispose of remainders. A well-established mechanism within the trade would handle this routine operation. We know from raids conducted by the authorities that Mist had a warehouse at his printing shop, but it would not make good business sense to clutter it up with back copies to which he held no rights.
In any case, the formula 'printed and sold by' was deliberately ambiguous, as David Foxon has shown. 4 (Mist's longtime antagonist Edmund Curll had made himself a master of such prevarications.) The phrase often serves to conceal the true responsibility for a given work, and may or may not indicate that the named individual took an active role in both aspects of production. One interpretation of the phrase, relatively blameless for Mist, would be that he claimed to have printed the work, and was now selling it (i.e. he made no pretence of owning the copy). This would not constitute piracy; although we should observe that Mist seems to have lacked a retail outlet for general bookselling purposes. The most likely explanation is that the four individuals owning copyright -John Brotherton (d. 1756), John Graves (d. 1726), Anne Dodd (d. 1739), and Thomas Warner -permitted Mist to sell the work, perhaps on specially advantageous terms. They may, for instance, have allowed him to keep unbound sheets at his printing shop in Great Carter Lane, which stood close to the bookselling centre at St Paul's Churchyard. At this fraught moment in his career, the last thing Mist could afford was to alienate his colleagues and potential employers in the publishing trade. Dodd, who had a large share in the selling of newspapers and pamphlets afforded particularly valuable contacts in the distribution business: along with Graves, she had a share in Defoe's Journal of the Plague Year (1722). We shall return to Warner, an equally prominent figure in the trade.
Bialuschewski fails to mention one pertinent fact. The second work advertised is a little different, for its title-page reads, 'printed by N. MIST in great (sic) Carter-Lane, | and sold by the Booksellers of London and | Westminster'. These last nine words of the imprint represent a formula, habitually used by irregular members of the trade, which often signalled, if not piracy, at least clandestine operations. By Mist's standards, this volume is a remarkably ill-printed work: for example, the Contents page opens with a glaring misprint ('Mumb. 1' for 'Numb.') The Entertainer reprints forty-three issues of a high church journal, dated between 6 November 1717 and 27 August 1718; its own date of publication is not given, but ESTC conjectures '[1718]'. (The advertisement in 1721 proclaims the item as 'the 2d Edition', but that too constitutes a familiar bluff.) The crucial fact is that the weekly numbers of the paper had originally been 'printed by N. Mist for T. Warner' and 'sold by A. Dodd'. 5 We must also recall that the Copyright Act of 1710 did not cover the reprinting of materials from periodicals. Conceivably, then, Mist could have got away without recompensing the copyright holder in the case of The Entertainer; but this has no bearing on the issues with regard to Singleton.
Moreover, Bialuschewski conflates two of Mist's legal problems. The printer had found himself in serious trouble with the authorities in 1717 and 1718, for separate reasons, but during this phase of his career his first arrest came on account of those numbers of the Journal to which the recent note refers. This occurred in June 1720, after the Bishop of Gloucester, Richard Willis, had laid a complaint in the House of Lords concerning some issues published earlier that year. 6 The Lords gave directions to prosecute Mist on 2 June.
7 A Whig and dependable supporter of the ministry, Willis had previously launched fierce attacks on the high churchman Francis Atterbury, Bishop of Rochester, whose turbulent career would spark a national crisis one year later when he was arrested on suspicion of organizing a Jacobite plot.
For some time the government kept up its efforts to wring some information out of the printer, who was formally examined on 7 June 1720. One day later, the solicitor to the Treasury, Anthony Cracherode, wrote to the undersecretary of state, Charles Delafaye, approving the bail proposed for Mist, namely a deposit of £200 and further recognizances of £100 each provided by Nicholas Langley, stationer, and Ralph Foster, carpenter. 8 Mist was bound over to appear at the King's Bench on the first day of the next term; but his case would drag for another eight months. Significantly Cracherode added, 'De Foe's Recognisances should be in the same sumes and to the like effect. You see he denys the Fact'.
9 When Defoe named his bail, Cracherode continued, he would enquire into the persons involved. This confrontation with the authorities led Defoe to write to Delafaye on 7 June -his last surviving correspondence on a political matter, and the last item known until 5 11 However, the prosecution took some time to get under way. At length Mist came to trial, and on 13 February 1721 he received sentence. His punishment involved standing in the pillory twice, serving three months' imprisonment in the King's Bench gaol, paying a fine of £50, and finding recognizances for his good behavior for seven years. On 18 February the House of Lords rejected his petition against the sentence, and five days later he underwent his public humiliation on the pillory. 12 This news was greeted with predictable glee seven days later by a rival paper, Read's Weekly Journal, which reported that the 'dignified' Mr. Mist had 'lately been made Surveyor of the Highways'. According to Read, a Jacobite mob came out in support of Mist at Charing Cross and 'made themselves his Guard de Corps', giving out huzzas until he came to 'his new Palace in Southwark' (the prison). A slightly different slant on events appeared in the Daily Journal, which stated with heavy irony that 'a great Number of persons of Worth and The possibility of a backlash of this kind must have weighed with the government whenever they contemplated taking punitive action against members of the print community.
At the same time, Mist's own paper informed its readers that his relative impunity had provoked a Whig backlash. According to this story, printed on 25 February, thirty to forty 'nefarious Fellows' left an alehouse near Ludgate and 'came in a tumultuous and riotous Manner to the White-Horse Alehouse in Carter-Lane', adjoining Mist's printing shop. They promptly launched a violent attack with clubs and knives on the landlord and some of Mist's servants. 'The only pretence for their Villany', the Journal asserted, 'was, that Mr Mist, when in the Pillory, was not used as they wished'. Eventually the locals managed to repulse the attackers, and next day they laid information before the Lord Mayor, who issued a warrant for the arrest of 'the Ring-Leaders of this vile Cabal'. After this the case seems to go cold in the files: perhaps because the current Lord Mayor was a staunch Whig, and the juries often were not.
The authorities tried to press charges against the bystanders who had defended Mist at Charing Cross. On 22 April the Daily Journal reported that bills of indictment had been brought before a grand jury at Guildhall against 'several Persons' for protecting Mist during his spell in the pillory, as well as for cursing the king and rioting. However, the jury returned a verdict of ignoramus -in other words they stubbornly refused to find a true bill on the grounds of a lack of evidence. By 10 March the printer had paid his £50 fine, but he still had the remainder of his gaol term to serve. II Mist's luck was out. A separate, though chronologically overlapping, case erupted in the middle of 1721. It hinged on the issue of the Weekly Journal for 27 May, in which a writer signing himself 'Decius' wrote a sharply worded essay in commemoration of the Restoration of Charles II, due to be celebrated by Tories two days later. Every year this date served as a flashpoint for popular disturbances, since '29 May was not a bipartisan holiday. In fact, nobody [ . . . ] called it by the innocuous name 'Oak Apple day'; it was always Restoration Day, an appellation that carried strong Jacobite overtones'. 13 Most of the article in the Journal is taken up with a diatribe on the present moral decay of the nation, but at one point the writer describes the situation of the English people under the Commonwealth: 'We groaned under the oppressive Force of a cruel, ill-bred uneducated old Tyrant, and the driveling Fool his Son, whilst the Royal Progeny wandred from Court to Court to find Protection'. Nominally these references apply to Oliver Cromwell and his son Richard, while the royal progeny are the future Charles II and James II. In 1721 readers would find it easy to decode the sentence (as the writer doubtless intended) so that it referred to George I and the future George II, currently Prince of Wales; they could then identify the wandering progeny with the Old Pretender and his recently born son, Prince Charles Edward.
Predictably, this rash outpouring led to further problems for Mist, who had still not completed his sentence in the King's Bench gaol. Just a day after the article appeared, a complaint was lodged in parliament by Nicholas Lechmere, a frequent butt of Alexander Pope, and a vehement Whig lawyer who had served as attorney general up to a few months before this date. In response, the House of Commons voted with a striking redundancy of adjectives that the number constituted a 'false, malicious, scandalous, infamous and traiterous Libel', tending to alienate the affections of subjects and to subvert 'the present happy Establishment'.
14 Lord Carteret, the recently appointed secretary of state, promptly wrote to Raymond, asking him to bring a prosecution against an organ that was disposed to sow 'discontent and disaffection'. 15 The Daily Journal of 30 May went so far as to declare, 'We hear that [Mist] will be prosecuted for High Treason' -not an altogether implausible outcome, since the teenage printer John Matthews had been hanged at Tyburn for the same offence less than two years before. 16 On this cue informers got busy alerting the authorities to what they knew, or claimed to know, about the Journal. According to one report, the government messengers conducted so rough a search of the printing house that they broke up the type set up for the next issue of the Journal. 
18 If Mist hoped that Barber's shop would provide a safe house for his seditious materials, he may have been unduly optimistic. As for the original manuscript of the article, this was allegedly seized a few days later by Mr Kent, the messenger of the press, at Mist's house in Great Carter Lane. 19 This was an important development, since the authorities generally had trouble identifying responsible agents in a prosecution for sedition, and a manuscript of this sort gave them more leverage.
When brought to the bar of the Commons for interrogation, Mist effectively turned to the Fifth Amendment, 'pertinaciously refusing to be examined, under the Pretence that he understood there was a Prosecution against him'. By now the House of Commons had set up a committee to investigate the doings of the Journal. This high-powered group included Robert Walpole, who two months earlier had begun his long tenure as first lord of the Treasury, as well as William Pulteney, and the attorney general, Raymond. The committee tried to get information from the publisher and author of the famous series of 'Cato's Letters' in the London Journal; but the former, John Peele (d. 1771?), 'thereupon absconded', while the latter, Thomas Gordon (d. 1750), 'being indispos'd, thought proper likewise to keep out of the Way'. The Commons also sent an address to the King, seeking his support for a prosecution, and his majesty duly conveyed his approval of their plans. Mist's affairs had reached a desperate state. As he later explained, 'Every Body that came near me entertained me with the comfortable prospect of 17 Unconvinced by this the members gave the marshal 'instructions how to conform himself' in the matter and demanded that Mist be kept a close prisoner 'till they had search'd for Presidents in that Case'. 21 The house also required Mist to present himself again. Soon afterwards the authorities hauled the printer back in, but he continued to give vague and 'unsatisfactory' answers when asked about the authorship of this paper.
On 6 June the Commons heard about more supposed efforts to block the enquiry. According to the Historical Register, the atmosphere of suspicion had warmed up still further:
In the mean time, Endeavours were used to prevent Mist's being committed to Newgate; to which Purpose, May 31, should be committed to Newgate as a close prisoner 'during the Pleasure of this House', and referred his case to the committee of investigation.
In response to the perceived threat, Mist found himself denied the use of pen, ink, and paper, as well as any visits by his friends. 22 The authorities dragged him off to the Castle in Newgate, 'judg'd the most secure Part of that prison', in the view of the Daily Journal. The same newspaper learned on 22 June that the printer had been presented with a bill of high treason, no less, apparently at the Old Bailey, 'but we do not hear that the Jury found the same'. This stands in flat contradiction to other versions of the event, as we shall see in a moment. Soon afterwards, Mist's captors took him back from Newgate to the King's Bench gaol. Although the inquisitors naturally had the printer himself available for examination, they had failed to get hold of Doctor Gaylard, his oddly named apprentice compositor, or another of Mist's assistants called Nathaniel Wilkinson -reports in the London Journal on 15 July and the Daily Post on 17 July call him a kinsman of Mist, but this may be an error. When the two men failed to appear for examination, the committee ordered the two men into the custody of the Serjeant at Arms on 9 June for contempt of the House. It did not take long for the government to realize that the pair had flown the coop and next day they set about interrogating Mist alone.
A sign that they meant serious business came on 11 June with a royal proclamation, pompously set out in black letter type, for the apprehending and securing of Doctor Gaylard and Nathaniel Wilkinson. It offered the very large sum of £200 as a reward for their capture (but not £2,000 as the Chronological Historian hyperbolically indicates). Such extreme measures to collar fugitives were not common except in the case of state criminals, such as leaders of the Jacobite rising, and almost unheard of in cases affecting the book trade. Others now found themselves drawn into the affair. The committee proceeded to examine Mist's wife, as well as 'Mr Griffin of the New Playhouse', that is the dramatist Benjamin Griffin (1680-1740), who acted in the company at Lincoln's Inn Fields and occasionally supplied the Journal with theatrical titbits. Not long afterwards somebody tipped off the officials about Wilkinson's whereabouts. On 1 July one of the Secretary of State's messengers (the agents responsible for policing security matters) caught the fugitive 'in a Gardener's House near Lambeth'. Unimaginatively he gave his name as Smith, but several people were able to identify him. A few days later, having been delivered to the Commons, he seemed 'more flexible than before' when arraigned, though according to Read's paper he refused to take the oaths to undergo examination. Promptly the committee dispatched him to Newgate, under the same strict conditions that Mist had endured. Here the keepers confined Wilkinson 'in the Part they call the 22 Daily Post, 5 and 9 June 1721; London Journal, 10 June 1721.
Lion's Den, a close and dark Place'. 23 There is no word of Gaylard, who apparently remained undiscovered for some time. Eventually, at the end of October, he surrendered to his bail at the King's Bench court. How the authorities had caught up with him does not emerge.
On 15 July a jury at the Old Bailey found a bill of indictment against Mist and his employee for their 'High Crimes and Misdemeanours'. 24 It looks as if the government still wanted to press the charge on treason; 25 but at some point, according to Mist's own account, 'The High Treason had dwindled into a Misdemeanor'. Later that month, on the 26th, the Treasury Solicitor applied for a warrant to detain the two men in custody -a legal formality, if not an act of supererogation, since they had no chance of going very far very soon. In fact Mist was again shuttled back to the King's Bench prison on 2 August and shortly afterwards Wilkinson did manage to get himself bailed. The trial should have taken place at the Old Bailey, before the Lord Mayor, Sir John Fryer (d. 1726). Always an eager beaver in seeking out Jacobites under every bed, Fryer had served as a key witness against the eighteen-year old apprentice James Shepheard convicted of threatening to kill the king and dispatched at Tyburn in 1718. However, on 1 September came another deferral, for a significant reason. Mist's own newspaper reported on his bail appearance and subsequent return to gaol.
26
What caused the delay in the trial was the state of his health. On 21 July the press had announced that Mist lay 'dangerously ill' in Newgate. A few weeks later the news grew worse: 'We hear, Mr. Mist the Printer is given over by his Physician, his Distemper is a Mortification in his Leggs'. 27 This may look like a convenient malady, but the Old Bailey judges found it sufficiently attested to give credit to the prisoner's story:
The Tryal of Mr. Mist the Printer was put off till next Sessions, there being several Affidavits made and produced in Court that he was so ill that he could not go out of his Bed and Room into the Air without manifest Danger of his Life as the official court record has it. Obviously if the facts are as reported Mist cannot have taken any active share in promoting an edition of a book such as Captain Singleton at this precise juncture. Exactly the same ruling was made on 11 October, owing to Mist's ill health, and next day the Grand Jury at the Old Bailey considered his case:
Several Affidavits were read upon the behalf of Mr. Mist the Printer, setting forth his great Indispositions, and that the moving him form his Bed might endanger his Life; and his Council praying, that his Tryal for those reasons might be put off to another time. Mr. Serjeant Pengally, Mr. Attorney, and Mr. Solicitor-General, made a Replication thereto; and the matter is to be solemnly argued this Morning before the Lord Chief Justice Prat. Mr. Mist's Council are Mr. Serjeant Brainthwaite, and Mr. Kettleby.
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The presence of the main legal officers of the crown testifies to the importance that ministers gave to the charge against Mist. 29 He had gradually emerged as 'a key figure in the coordination of Jacobite policy'. 30 For his part, the printer was able to call on the services of Abel Ketelbey (c. 1676-1744), a leading Tory lawyer who had defended some of the Jacobites captured in 1716 and who would act as a counsel to the ill-fated Christopher Layer during the Atterbury affair in November 1722. Next morning the lord chief justice duly considered the issues, which related chiefly to Mist's scandalous paper of 27 May and the flight of Wilkinson. The outcome did not turn out as the ministry wanted, for the court deferred a hearing to the next sessions, when the pair would be 'undoubtedly pardoned', as the Daily Journal and the Daily Post speculated on 14 October: ''tis believed, that in Case he recovers, the same will resound very much to this Advantage, by Vertue of a Clause in his Majesty's late Act of Grace'.
Events proved the newspapers right. The two prisoners came before the court at the Old Bailey on 6 December when they faced no evidence and duly obtained their release under the terms of 'An Act for the King's most gracious, general and free Pardon.' 31 According to Read's Journal it would have been 'fruitless' to proceed as 'the Person was entitled to the said Act'. We can hardly suppose that the government decided Mist had suffered enough. More likely Lord Chief Justice Pratt, loyal Whig and Hanoverian though he was, considered the evidence insufficient. In any event the authorities could not guarantee that they would get a compliant jury on such charges as the case before the grand jury in April had shown. Mist -for a short whilewas free.
III
He soon returned to his old ways. The nation had entered a period of heightened tension as the authorities embarked on a search for suspected Jacobite cells. They issued a general warrant on 11 August 1721 to root out 'seditious papers and arrest the persons in whose custody they shall be found' -just the kind of instrument John Wilkes would successfully challenge later in the century. In February Gaylard, who had crept back out of the shadows, was picked up, but Mist had conveniently taken himself off to Dorset. This prompted the secretary of state to summon the marshal of the King's Bench prison to explain 'his having that liberty'. An informer signing himself 'A. B.' later stated that Mist had given security to the former marshal so as to obtain freedom of the 'rules' around the gaol, with predictable consequences. The new marshal, Moses Cooke, seems to have absolved himself from all responsibility. In April 1722 Gaylard remained in custody but was suffering from a fever.
By May, as the ministry prepared to expose the Jacobite plot headed by Bishop Atterbury, the Journal was again listed as under prosecution in the treasury solicitor's files, probably for the issue of 28 April. Doctor Gaylard had now started a High Church journal of his own, entitled the Loyal Observator; he also had his name inserted in the colophon of the Journal as printer. This happened just in time for him to fall foul of the law along with his master: an informer's letter to Delafaye shows Gaylard still in custody on 7 May. But he must have got out of prison again at some stage, for when the messengers descended on the printing house in Great Carter Lane three months later, they were able to seize 'all the Printers and others therein, except Doctor Galyard (sic) who is out of Town'. Subsequently Gaylard surrendered, and not long afterwards he was indicted together with Mist in the King's Bench for another scandalous and seditious libel, contained in the Journal for 4 August. This time 'Grace' Mist had to find bail for £600 -a sign that the authorities had grown increasingly anxious about her husband's ability to escape their clutches. Other sureties were a vintner and a victualler, indicating that there may have been City money supporting the Journal. Gaylard had to raise £500, and he named as one of his sureties Samuel Aris, a printer who got into trouble along with Edmund Curll the next year. On 20 August Gaylard was discharged and the printing equipment that had been taken from him returned.
32
So the Newgate ballet went on, as Jacobite members of the book trade floated in and out of custody while the ministry sought to choreograph events. In 1723, for example, Gaylard received a sentence of six months in gaol. Then, following yet another examination by Delafaye, the government issued a warrant for Mist's confinement on 25 June of that year, unusually signed by Walpole himself rather than the one of the Secretaries of State. The proprietor of the press fell into a trap, 'the Fellow's Zeal having brought him to Town to poll for Sheriffs', and found himself dragged back to gaol 32 There is extensive documentation of these episodes in the National Archives, e.g., SP to serve out the remainder of his punishment. 33 Mist underwent further punishments in 1724 (when the court required him to find sureties to guarantee his good behaviour for life) and again in 1727. Finally in January 1728 he carried out an escape manoeuvre such as the authorities had feared, seven years earlier, that he might perform, when he fled to France, never to return. Later that year a major rumpus flared up over another issue of his Journal, now directed from across the Channel, after the Duke of Wharton produced an inflammatory 'Persian' letter, and at least a dozen individuals in the trade were hauled in for interrogation. Ultimately Mist's press was demolished by the authorities. All this serves as a reminder of the threats that faced publishers, printers, and journalists in the era. Mist may have earned a couple of references in The Dunciad, but he had worse hazards to avoid. Among the last books he printed was an edition of Ovid's Tristia (1727), with its litany of complaints by the poet about exile and unjust punishment by the Emperor Augustus -a text that doubtless induced some fellow-feeling in Mist.
Yet the Journal proceeded regardless. Judged by the duty paid on advertisements, which trebled in 1722 as compared to 1721, its popularity had intensified in the aftermath of the prosecutions. 34 We may assume that Nathaniel's wife Anne managed the printing shop in his absence. The authorities certainly brought her in for questioning more than once in the hope that she could tell them something (she is mysteriously named 'Grace' in the bail list drawn up on 6 August 1722). Along with Gaylard she appeared on her recognizances at the King's Bench bar in early 1723. 35 A skeleton staff had the capacity, demonstrably, to keep Mist's prime outlet, the Journal, in working order. The paper involved relatively little typesetting; it employed a standard format, with a factotum title, and it required no binding. The proprietor had access to a well established distribution network, which drew on the existing resources of the trade for selling newspapers by various means, including shops, hawkers, and provincial agents. On the other hand, Mist had no large-scale operation in place for issuing books. It beggars belief that he could have embarked on extensive publishing in the summer or autumn of 1721. Apart from his confinement (which at one time rendered him totally incommunicado) and the threat of a prosecution for treason, not to mention his allegedly life-threatening condition, he had lost the services of two key employees in the printing house, each of whom had a large price placed on his head. In fact Doctor Gaylard was still on the run when the advertisements for Singleton began to appear.
We have seen that Mist himself never operated in any serious way as a publisher. Leaving aside the volumes of reprinted Miscellany Letters mentioned by Bialuschewski (where the last two volumes dated 1727 were 'printed for' the bookseller Thomas Warner), he is found in a handful of imprints as publisher rather than printer. By contrast Warner did own rights in many books and indeed, as already described, he was one of the booksellers named on the title-page of the first edition of Singleton in 1720. Warner copublished perhaps as many as fifteen of Defoe's thoroughly authenticated works, including Memoirs of a Cavalier (1720) and Roxana (1724), 36 but he seems to have acted mainly as a 'trade publisher' or distributor. He also served as a publisher of newspapers such as the Daily Journal, British Journal, and Daily Post-Boy, along with organs such as the Craftsman and the Weekly Register. In these respects he held a central place in the London newspaper industry and Mist would look on him as a rival as well as a colleague. In 1718, according to Warner, Defoe had asked him 'to exhort Mr Mist [ . . . ] not to declare the author' of the Journal. Neither Warner nor Mist acceded to this request when they were examined. 37 Publishers and printers inhabited a small world and loyalties amongst their membership could not stand too severe a test. The book trade worked in a tight circle and yet its operations had a direct impact on writers.
What, then, can we conclude? Mist does not afford a wholly typical case, but his was not exceptional in every way. Others thought to be responsible for getting out Jacobite publications fared almost as badly. Members of the book trade whom the authorities routinely took up on political grounds included printers, mercuries, journalists, editors, writers, and booksellersfor example, John Redmayne, George Flint, Charles Hornby, Thomas Sharpe, Lawrence Howell (who actually died in the Press Yard at Newgate in July 1720), Matthias Earbery, and Edward Berrington. As a matter of fact, Mist does not even show up as the individual mostly frequently arraigned. This dubious honour perhaps belongs to Francis Clifton, a printer of cheap Jacobite broadsheets who, along with his wife Catherine, suffered relentless persecution at the hands of informers, often in the shape of Richard Burridge -a writer for Read's rival Weekly Journal, and notorious as 'Burridge the blasphemer'. 38 Such informing went on routinely and members of the trade like Curll felt no qualms in impeaching their colleagues. After all, N[athaniel] Dodd (d. 1723), Anne's husband, had lodged information against Mist in 1718. 39 Only the scale and influence of his Journal caused Mist to stand out; clearly, dismantling his presses made more impact than going after authors of any old stray ballad however virulent. As for Defoe he probably had some involvement in the offending issues of the Journal in 1720, but not in the one that caused all the trouble a year later. Finally, the episodes show some of the limits on government power. It marked one of the repeated efforts to crack down on Mist -but he was never silenced for very long.
The supposed 'pirated' edition of Captain Singleton is almost certainly a ghost. But if so, the reasons for its non-appearance reveal much about the context of publishing within which Mist operated and Defoe worked. Historians of the book need to understand the perils of publishing, and also the means of resistance that constricted policing by the authorities. Postpublication censorship did not always run smoothly.
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